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Is the effect of ownership larger than the effect of abstraction in Seller-Buyer Discrepancy?

Numerous studies have discussed seller-buyer discrepancy in price for decades. Reviewing related literature, most researchers have taken endowment effect (Thaler, 1980) and loss aversion (Ariely et al., 2005; Bar-Hillel & Neter, 1996; Kahneman et al., 1990; Novemsky & Kahneman, 2005; Rowe et al., 1980) to explain why sellers and buyers set various prices for products, particularly, in willingness to accept and willingness to pay, in numerous settings (Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Johnson et al., 2007; Kahneman et al., 1990; Morewedge et al., 2009; Nayakankuppam & Mishra, 2005; Peck & Shu, 2009; Sen & Johnson, 1997). Endowment effect advocates that ownership of an item should have an effect on how much the item is valued (Maddux et al., 2010; Morewedge et al., 2009; Peck & Shu, 2009), and the perspective of loss aversion indicates that people tend to put more weight on losses than they do on equivalent gains. Thus, sellers with prominent ownership put more weight on losing products and offer a higher selling price. 
However, a recent study proposed the perspective of construal level theory (CLT; Trope & Liberman, 2003; Liberman et al., 2007a; Trope et al., 2007) to explain seller-buyer price discrepancy (Irmak et al., 2013). CLT asserts that consumers have two forms of mental representation, high-level (i.e., abstract) and low-level (i.e., concrete) construals invoked by psychological distances, to influence judgments of value (Liberman et al., 2007a; Trope et al., 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010). Buyers tend to think concretely regarding using a product, whereas sellers tend to conceptualize a product and be more abstract; through this mental processing, their assignment of product value differs (Irmak et al., 2013). The two perspectives, endowment effect and CLT, based on a diverse focus toward seller-buyer discrepancy, remain unique and intriguing to clarify. In particular, this research compared these two perspectives based on the differences from their consequences. Thus, research questions were developed: Is seller-buyer discrepancy induced from ownership as well as from mental representations substantially present in decision making or anticipated emotions, such as price discount acceptance or anticipated regret? Is the effect of seller-buyer discrepancy induced from ownership larger or smaller than that from mental representations? 
Is the effect of ownership larger or smaller than the effect of abstraction? Ownership in endowment effect emphasizes the effect of self-enhancement based on studies of implicit egotism and self-affirmation (Chatterjee et al., 2013). People with a sense of product ownership (e.g., sellers) are stimulated to protect the self from deprivation, whereas people without a sense of product ownership (e.g., buyers) do not suffer deprivation of the self and the product. Therefore, ownership effect is prominent to evaluation. CLT perspective suggesting that mental construal corresponds to product features is a critical determinant of evaluation—whether primary, essential characteristics or secondary, peripheral characteristics are more critical for people (Irmak et al., 2013; Trope et al., 2007). Sellers focus more on abstract, primary, and valuable product features, whereas buyers focus more on concrete, secondary, and detailed product features (Irmak et al., 2013). However, the abstraction process is not an all-or-none phenomenon (Trope et al., 2007). Sellers in real situations may consider certain concrete and secondary features when selling, and buyers may consider certain abstract and primary features when buying. Abstraction effect may not be sufficiently pure and robust to influence a person’s evaluation, but interrelated with concreteness effect. Therefore, we propose that the effect of abstraction may not present strongly. By contrast, endowment effect occurs in response to the self-threat created by potential loss of the self-associated item, and motivates self-enhancement through assigning higher value to the endowed item (Chatterjee et al., 2013; Dommer & Swaminathan, 2013). We predict that the effect of the self-item association is exaggerated. Therefore, we hypothesize that the effect of ownership effect on price discount acceptance and anticipated regret are larger than the effect of abstraction.        
An experiment was conducted to test the relationships among ownership, abstraction, price discount acceptance, and anticipated regret. A two-group (buyer vs. seller) between-subject factorial design was conducted. This study also used a functional product—a small, colorful padlock for a travel box. Participants, who were invited in a convenient sampling from a college, were randomly assigned to complete a seller or buyer questionnaire. In the questionnaire, participants first saw a picture of the small, colorful padlock for the travel box on the first page and were asked to sell or buy it in an online store. They were subsequently asked to answer questions on the second page, including sense of ownership, price discount acceptance, anticipated regret, abstraction, and other additional questions (such as manipulation check, likeness of the product, experiences of online shopping, and gender). Regression models were then adopted to test the hypotheses. 
In total, 400 valid questionnaires were collected through a convenient sampling in a college (215 females, 185 males; mean age = 21.3 years), and 200 were buyer questionnaires and 200 were seller questionnaires). Participants assigned to be the buyer or seller all chose the correct role they took in the manipulation check question. Two regression models (table 1) were adopted according to two dependent variables—price discount acceptance and anticipated regret. In Model 1, the relationship between ownership and price discount acceptance was significantly negative, whereas the relationship between abstraction and price discount was insignificantly negative. Compared with the two beta values, the effect of ownership on price discount acceptance was larger than the effect of abstraction. In Model 2, the relationship between ownership and anticipated regret was significantly positive, whereas the relationship between abstraction and anticipated regret was also significantly positive. Compared with the two beta values, the effect of ownership on anticipated regret was larger than the effect of abstraction.
 
Table 1 
Regression Models of the Relationship among Ownership, Abstraction, Price Discount Acceptance, and Anticipated Regret

	Model 1(DV: price discount)	Model 2 (DV: anticipated regret)
	Standard β	t-value	Results	Standard β	t-value	Results
Intercept	--	9.04***	--	--	11.12***	--
Ownership	-.14	-2.68**	H1 supported	.16	3.03**	H2 supported
Abstraction	-.03	-.68	H3 unsupported	.09	1.96*	H4 supported
Gender	-.10	-2.12*	H5 supported	-.08	-1.81	H6 supported
Online shopping experience	.14	3.05**		-.10	-2.16*	
Likeness of the product	-.12	-2.34*		.02	.31	
F-value	8.21***	5.54***
Adjust R2	.071	.046
***:p<.001; **:p<.01; *:p<.05; All VIF were lower than 2.
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